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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant El eanor Ganbelli challenges the district court's
di sm ssal of her tort claimagainst the United States and agai nst
two private individuals for injuries sustained in an autonobile
acci dent that occurred when she reentered her car nonents after a
prior accident. After the first accident, Corporal Edward
Wl lianms, a naval police officer who happened to pass by, stopped
gratuitously -- even though he was outside his jurisdiction -- to
ensure that nobody was injured and that the | ocal police had been
call ed. Because, she alleges, Corporal WIllianms did not foresee
that Ganbelli mght subsequently becone involved in a second
accident, and secure the area accordingly, she sued the United
States under the Federal Tort Clains Act. Additionally, she sued
the drivers of the two cars involved in the accidents, under
pendent party jurisdiction and, allegedly, under diversity.

The district court dism ssed the claim against the United
St at es because Corporal WIllians did not undertake any course of
action that would obligate him to prevent future accidents and
because, in any event, he was acting outside the scope of his
enpl oynent. Subsequently, and after an additional hearing devoted
solely to the matter, the district court dismssed the clains
agai nst the individual drivers because, although discovery had
proceeded for several nonths, Ganbelli had failed to produce any
probati ve evidence of diversity, which both drivers deni ed.

We have considered all of the argunents rai sed by the parties

intheir briefs and at oral argunent, and, for the reasons stated
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in the two thorough opinions issued by the district court, we

affirmthe judgnment of the district court in all respects.
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